Flores, Priscilla (Feliciano)

From: Gray, Davidj

Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 2:55 PM

To: Murphy, Thelma (Hamilton)

Subject: FW: FOIA Assignment for EPA-R1-2014-009580
Attachments: DEP Salt-Snow Policies.pdf

As | noted in my last email, here is the correspondence with the RIT student.

dig

David J. Gray, P.E.

Office of Ecosystem Protection

Water Permits Branch

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1
5 Post Office Square, Ste. 100 (OEP06-1)
Boston, MA 02109-3912

Phone: 617.918.1577
eFax: 617.918.0577
gray.davidj@epa.gov

From: Davidj Gray [mailto:gray.davidj@epamail.epa.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 2:23 PM

To: Gray, Davidj

Subject: Fw: multi-sector permit - application to salted sand piles

David J. Gray, P.E.

Office of Ecosystem Protection

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1
5 Post Office Square, Ste. 100 (OEP06-1)
Boston, MA 02109-3912

Phone: 617.918.1577
eFax: 617.918.0577

gray.davidj@epa.gov
————— Forwarded by Davidj Gray/R1/USEPA/US on 08/19/2014 02:22 PM -----

From: Davidj Gray/R1/USEPA/US

To: Kathleen Woodward/R1/USEPA/US@EPA

Date: 07/06/2006 02:49 PM

Subject: Fw: multi-sector permit - application to salted sand piles

Hi Kathleen - | came across this email exchange while looking for something else...

djg

Davidj Gray/R1/USEPA/US

To Kathleen Woodward/R1/USEPA/US
03/17/2005 04:01 PM



cc Ann Williams/R1/USEPA/US@EPA, Edie
Goldman/R1/USEPA/US@EPA, Eric Perkins/R1/USEPA/US@EPA,
mary.borg@anr.state.vt.us, MichaelG Lee/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Mike
Fedak/R1/USEPA/US@EPA, Steven Couto/R1/USEPA/US@EPA,
Thelma Murphy/R1/USEPA/US@EPA

Subject ) . - .
J Re: Fw: multi-sector permit - application to salted sand pllesﬂ]

Hi Kathleen,

| don't think the Stormwater Program has taken a position as to whether or not the failure to include containment of a salt
(or sand-salt) pile as an existing or planned practice in their NOI/SWMP represents a significant deficiency. | am not
aware of any instance where we have withheld authorization or required such a control after completing a more in depth
review of a SWMP. Certainly, protection of uncovered piles would always be included in any recommendations for
improvement of a SWMP. | have included below relevant excerpts from the Rule that appear to support this position (i.e.
EPA only recommends that sand/salt storage be considered when developing SWMPs).

In case you are interested, | have attached MaDEP's road salt storage policy that addresses prohibitions in water supply
protection areas.

(See attached file: DEP Salt-Snow Policies.pdf)
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M54 oparator and another party such as
post-development landownars (e.g.
homeownars” associations, office park
owners, other government dapartments
or entities), or regional authorities (e.g..
food control districts, councils of
government). Thesa agreemants
typically require the post-construction
proparty owner to be res ponsible for the
O&M and may include conditions
which: allow the M54 oparator to be
raimbursed for O&M performed by the
M54 oparator that is the responsibility
of the pr-:nc'TperrF owner but is not
performed; allow the M54 cpaerator to
antar the pn:ugart}' for inspaction
purposes; and in some cases specify that
the property owner submit periodic
raports.
providing the guidance above, EPA
intends the requirements in today's rule
to be consistent with the permit
application requiremants for larga MS4s
for post-construction controls for new
development and redevalopment. M54
operators have aiﬁnlﬁcant flexibility
both to develop this measure as
apgrnprlata to address local concarns,
and to apply new control technologies
as they bacome available. Storm watar
pollution contmol tachnologies are
constantly being improved. EPA
rocommands that M54s be responsive to
these changes, developments or
lmgmvemanta in control technologies.
EPA will provide more detailad
idance addressing the responsibility
or long-term Q&b of storm water
controls in guidance materials. Tha
guidance will also provide information
on appropriate planning considerations,
atructural controls and non-structural
controls. EPA also intends to develop a
broad menu of BMPs as guidanca to
ansure flexibility to accommodate local
conditions,

EPA receivad comments suggesting
that requirements for new development
be traated saparately from
redevelopment in the ruls. The
comment strassed that new
devalopment on raw land presents
fewar obstacles and more opportunities
to incorporate elements for preventing
water quality impacts, whereas
mdm‘eln%mmt projects are constrained
by space limitations and existing
infrastructure. Another comment
suggestad allowing waivers from the
redevelopment requirements if the
redevelopment doas not result in
additional adverse water quality
impacts, and where EMPs are not
technologically or economically
feasibla. EPA recognizes that
radevelopment projects may have more
gita constraints which narrow the range
aof appropriate BMPs. Today's rula
provides emall M54 oparators with the

flexibility to develop requirements that
may be differant for redavelopment
projects, and may also include
allowanocas for alternate or off-sita EMFPs
at certain redevelopment projects. Mon-
structural EMFPs may ba the most
appropriate approach for smaller
redevelopmant projects,

EPA raceived comments requesting
clarification on what is meant by “pre-
devalopment™ conditions within the
context of redevalopment. Pre-
devalopment refars to runocff conditions
that exist ongite immediately before the
F]annad development activitiss ocour.

re-development is not intended to be
intarpreted as that pariod bafore any
human-induced land disturbanca
activity has ocourred.

EPA received comments on the
guidance language in the proposed ruls
and preamble which suggest that
implemeantation of this measure should
“attemnpt to maintain pre-developrmant
runoff conditions™ and that “post-
devalopment conditions should not be
differant than pre-developrmant
conditions in a way that adversaly
affects water quality.” Many comments
axpressad concemn that maintaining pre-
devalopment runoff conditions is
imposzible and cost-prohibitive, and
objectad to an‘lf refarenca to “flow™ or
increase in volume of runcff. Other
comments support the inclusion of this
language in the final rule. Similar
references in today’s rule relating to pre-
devalopment runoff conditions are
intanded as recommendations to
altempito maintaithra-dwalnpmmt
runoff conditions. With these
recommendations, EPA intands to
prevent watar quality impacts resulting
from increased discharges of pollutants,
which may result from increased
volume of ranoff. In many cases,
consideration of the increasad flow rate,
velocity and energy of storm water
discharges following developrment
unaveoidably must be taken into
consideration in order to reduce the
dischargs of pollutants, to meet watar
quality standards and o prevent
degradation of receiving streams. EFA
recommends that municipalities
consider these factors when developing
their post-construction storm water
TATAZETE it pn:n,fram_.

Some comments said that the quoted
phrases in the paragraph above are
directives that imply federal land use
conirol, which they argue is beyond the
authority of the CWA. EFA recognizes
that land use planning is within the
authority of local governments.

EPA disagrees, however, with the
implication that today's rule dictates
any such land use decisions. The
requiremant for small MS4 oparators to

develop a program to address discharges
resulting from new development and
redevelopment is essentially a pollution
prevention measure. The Rule provides
the M54 operator with flaxibility to
determine the appropriats BEMPs= to
addrass local water quality concerns.
EPA recognizes that these program goals
may not be appliad to avery site, and
expects that MS4s will develop an
appropriate combination of BMPs to be
applied on a site-bry-site, regional or
watershed basis.

vi. Pollution Prevention /Good
Housekespin _r'o.ru'lrfunj'cj:pu}
Operations. Under today’s final rula,
oparators of ME4s must develop and
implement an operation and
maintenance program [“program®] that
includes a training component and has
the ultimate goal of preventing or
reducing storm water from municipal
oparations {in addition to those that
constitute storm water discharges
associated with industrial activity). This
meazure’s amphasis on propar Ogh of
b 545 and emploves training, as
opposed to requiring the M54 to
undertaka major new activities, is meant
to ansure that municipal activities are
performed in the mast efficiant way to
minimize contamination of storm watar
discharges. )

The program must include
govemment employes training that
addresses prevention measuras
pertaining to municipal operations such
as: parks, golf courses and open space
maintenance; flaet maintenance; naw
construction or land disturbance:.
building oversight: planning; and storm
water systam maintenance. The program
can use existing storm water pollution
prevention training matarials provided
by the State, Tribe, EFA, or
environmental, public interast, or trads
nroanizatinng

A also encourages operators of
b 54s to congider the following in
developing a program: (1) Implement
maintenance activities, maintenanca
schedules, and long-term inspection
procedures for structural and non-
structural storm water conirols to
reduce floatables and other pollutants
discharged from the separate storm
sawars; (2] implament controls for
reducing or eliminating the dischargs of
pollutanis from streets, roads, highways,
municipal parking lots, maintenanca
and storaga yards, wasta transfer
stations, flest or maintenance sho
with outdoor storage araas, and salt/
sand storage locations and snow
disposal areas operated by the M54 (3]
adopt procadures for tha proper
dispiosal of waste removed from the
saparats storm sewer systems and areas
listed ahove in (2], including dredgs
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gpoil, accumulatad sedimants,
floatables, and other debris; and (4]
adopt procedures to ensure that new
flood managemant projects are assassad

for impacts on water quality and

locations and snow disposal areas
oparated by the municipality. EPA
disagrees that a requirament to consider
such controls will impose considarabla
costs.

axisting projects are assassed for
incorporation of additional water
quality protection devices or practices.
Ultimately, the affactive performance of
the program measure depands on the
propar maintenancs of the BMPs, both
structural and non-structural. Without
propar maintenance, BMF performance
daclines m%mﬂcant]}' ovar time,
Additionally, BMP neglect may produce
health and aafat].r threats, such as
structural failure leading to flooding,
undesirable animal and insect breeding,
and odors. Maintenance of structural
EMFs could include: replacing uppsar
lewels of gravel; dradging of detention
ponds; and repairing of retention basin
outlet stracturs mt?&Psw Maintanance
of non-structural B could include
updating e ducational materials
periodically.

EPA emphasizes that programe should
identify and in-:-:-rg-:-ra.ta- axisting storm
watar practices and training. as wall as
Non-storm watsr practices or programs
that have storm watar pollution
prevantion benafits, as a means to avoid
duplication of efforts and reduce ovarall
costs, EPA recommends that MS4s
incorporate these new obligations into
their existing programs to tha greatest
axtent fzasible and urges States to
avaluate M54 programs with
programmatic efficiency in mind. EPA
designed this minimum control measura
as a modified version of the permit
apg]]c:atmn tequiremants for madium

ME4s described at 40 CFR

122 zs[d][z][iv]. in order to provida
more flexibility for these smaller MS4z,
Today's requiraments provide for a
consistant approach to control
pollutants from Oehd among medium,
large, and regulated small MS4s.

¥ properly implementing a program,
operators of MS4s serve as a model for
the rest of the regulated community.
Furthermora, the establishment of a
long-term program could result in cost
gavings by minimizing possible damage
to the system from floaiables and other
debriz and, consaquently, reducing the
nead for repairs.

EFA receivad comments requasting
clarification of what this measura
requires. Certain municipalities
expressad concern that the measure has
the potential to imposa significant costs
associated with EPA’s requirement that
operators of MS4s consider
implamenting controls for reducing or
aliminating the discharge of pollutants
from streets, roads, highways, municipal
parking lots, and salt/zand storage

and from 122.34(b)

One commenter objected to the
reambla lan a from the proposal
Eugsasting thﬂlﬁﬁ dosas n-:-tpaxgact the
M54 to undertake new activity. While it
temains the Agency’s expactation that
major new activity will not bs required,
the MEP process should drive MS4s to
incorporate the measure’s obligations
into their existing programs to achieve

the pollutant reductions to the
maximurn extent practicabla.

Cartain commentars requested a
definition for “municipal operations.™
EPA has ravised the language to more
clearly define municipal oparations.
Cuestions may remain concerning
whather discharges from specific
municipal activities constitute
discharges associated with industrial
activities (requiring NP‘DE‘ShPmu
authorization according tot
requiremants for industrial storm water
that apply in that State] or from
municipal operations (subjact only to
the controls devalopad in tha MS4
control programy). Even though thera
may be erant substantive
requiremants that apply depending on
tha source of the dischargs, EPA has
modified the deadlines for parmit
coverage so that all tha regulated
municipally owned and operatad
sources bacome subject to permit
requiremants on the same data. The
deadline is the same for permit cover
for this minimum measure as for parmit
coverage for municipally owned/
oparated industrial sources.

c. Application Requirements

An MPDES parmit that authorizes the
discharge from a regulated small MS4
may take the form of either an
individual permit issued to cne or more
facilities as co-permittaes or a genaral
permit that applies to a group of MS4s,
For reasons of administrative efficiency
and to reduce tha paparwork burdan on
permitteas, EFA excpects that most
discharges from regulated small MS4s
will be authorized under genaral
permits. Thess MPDES general permits
will provide spacific instructions on
how to obtain coverage, including
application requirements. Typically,
such application requiremeniz will be
satisfiad by the submission of a Motice
of Intent (MO} to be coverad by the
general permit. In this section, EPA
axplains the small MS4 oparator’s
application requirements for obtaining
coverage under a NFDES permit for
storm water.

i. Best Management Proctices and
Measurable Goals, Section 122.34(d) of
today s rule m-:}unas the oparator of a
regulated small MS4 that wishes to
implement a program under §122.34 to
identify and submit to the NFDES
permitting authority a list of the bast
management practices (“BMPs”) that
will be implemanted for each minimum
control measura in their storm water
managermant program. They also must
submit measurabla goals for the
development and implamentation of
aach BMP. The BMPs and the
measurabla goals must be included
either in an NOI to ba covered under a
genaral parmit or in an individual
permit application.

The operator’s submission must
identify, as appropriata, the months and
years in which the operator will
undertaks actions ra-qulrvad to
implement each of the minimum control
measures, including interim milestones
and the frequency of pariodic actions.
The Agency revised referances to
“starting and cornpleting™ actions from
the proposed rule because many actions
will be repatitive or ongoing. The
subrnission also must identify the
person or parsons responsible for
implementing or coordinating the small
M54 storm water program. Ses
§122.34(d). The submitted EMPs and
measurable goals become enforceable
according to the terms of the parmit.
The first permit can allow the permitiee
up to five years to fully implement the
S10CM Waler Management prograrm.

Saveral commenters opposed making
the maeasurable goals enforceabls parmit
conditions. Some = stad that a
permittes should be able to change its
goals so that BMPs that are not
functioning as intendad can be replaced.
EPA agrees that a permittes should be
free to switch its EMPs and
corresponding goals to others that
accomplish the minimum measure or
measures. The permittes is required 1o
implement EMPs that address the
minimum measures in § 122.34(b). If tha
permittes determines that its original
combination of BMPs are not adequata
to achieve the objectives of the
municipal program, the M54 should
revisa itz program to implement BMEPs
that are adequate and submit to tha
permitting authority a revised list of
BMP= and measurable goals. EPA
suggests that permits describe the
process for revising EMPs and
measurabla goals, such as whather the
permittea should follow the same
procedures as were required for the
submizssion of the original HOI and
whether the parmitting authority’s
approval is necessary prior to the
permittes implementing the ravisad
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water quality. You are encouraged to
provide appropriate educational and
training measures for construction site
oparators, You may wish to require a
storm watar pollution pravention plan
for construction sites within your
jurisdiction that discharge into your
eystam. See §122.44(=) INPDES
permitting authorities” option to
incorporate qualifying State, Tribal and
local arosion and sedimant control
programs into HPDES permits for storm
water discharges from construction
sites). Also see §122.36(b) (The NFDES
permitting authority may recognize that
another govarnment entity, including
the permitting autharity, may be
responsibla for implamenting one or
more of the minimum measures on your
bahalf.)

[5]) Post-construction storm water
management in aew development and
radevelopment.

(i} ¥ou must devalop, implement, and
enforce a program to address storm
watar runoff ?r-:um new devalopment and
redevelopment projacts that disturh
greater than or aqual to one acre,
including projects less than one acre
that are part of a larger common plan of
development or sale, that dischargs into
your small MS4. Your program must
ensure that controls are in place that
would prevant or minimize water
quality im pacts.

[ii] ¥ou must:

(4] Davelop and implament strategies
which include a combination of
structural and/or non-structural best
management practices (Bh{Ps]
ap&mg{'late for your community:

) Usa an ardinancs or othar
regulatory mechanizm to address post-
construction runoff from new
devalopmant and redevalopmeant
projects to the extant allowahls under
State, Tribal or local law; and

[C) Ensura adequate long-tarm
oparation and maintenance of BMPs.

[iii) Guidance: If water quality
impacts ara considerad from the
baginning stages of a project, new
devalopment and potentially
redevelopment provide more
opportunities for water quality
protection. EPA recommends that the
BMPs chosen: be appropriate for the
local community; minimize watar
quality impacts: and attempt to
maintain pra-development runoff
conditions. In choosing appropriata
BMFs, EFA encourages you to
participata in locally-based watarshad
plamning efforts which attempt to
involve a diversa group of stakeholders
including intarestad citizans. Whan
devaloping a program that is consistent
with this measure’s intent, EPA
recommeands that you adopt a planning

procese that identifies the
municipality’s program goals (e.g..
minimize water quality impacts
resulting from post-construction runoff
from new development and
redevelopment], implemeantation
strategies (e.g.. adopt a combination of
structural and/or non-structural BMPe],
oparation and maintenance policies and
procadures, and enforcemant
procadures. In devaloping your
program, you should considar assessing
axisting ordinances, policies, programs
and studiss that address storm water
runoff quality. In addition to ing

[i] You must develop and implement an
operation and maintenanca program
that includes a training component and
hag the ultimate goal l:ﬁ' reventing or
raducing pollutant runn?f from
municipal oparations. Using training
materials that are available from EPA,
your State, Tribe, or other organizations.
your program must include employes
training o prevent and reduce storm
watar pollution from activities such as
park and open space maintenance, flest
and building maintenance, new
construction and land disturbances, and
storm water systam maintenance.

thess existing documents and programs.
vou should provide opportunities to the
public to participate in the development
of the program. Mon-structural BMFPs are
preventative actions that involva
management and source controls such
as: policies and ordinances that provida
requirements and standards to direct
growth to identifiad areas, protect
sansitive areas such as watlands and
riparian areas, maintain and/or increasa
open space [including a dedicated
funding sourcas for open space
acquigition], provida buffars along
sangitive water hodies, minimiza
impervious surfaces, and minimizs
disturbance of soils and vegetation;
policies or ordinances that encourage
infill devalopment in higher density
urban areas, and areas with existin
infrastructura; education pmg;'amasi'nr
davalopers and the public about projact
designe that minimize water quality
impacts: and measures such as
minimization of percant impervious
area aftar devalopmant and
minimization of directly connected
impervious arsas. Structural BMPs
include: storage practices such as wet
ponds and extended -detention outlat
structuras; filtration practices such as
grassad swales, sand filters and filtar
strips: and infiltration practices such as
infiltration basinz and infiltration
tranches. EPA recommends that you
ansure the appropriate implemantation
of the structural BMPs by considering
gome or all of the following: pre-
construction review of BMP designs:
inspections during construction to
verify BMPs are bailt az designad. post-
construction inspaction and
maintenance of EMPs: and penalty

rovisions for the noncompliance with

asign, construction or operation and
maintenance, Storm water technologies
are constantly being improved, and EPA
recommeands that your requirements ba
responsive to these changes,
deve]n]pments ar improvemants in
contro] technologies.

(8] Pollution prevention/good
housekesping for municipal operations.

Kathleen Woodward/R1/USEPA/US

Kathleen Woodward/R1/USEPA/US

03/17/2005 01:12 PM

To

cc Ann Williams/R1/USEPA/US@EPA, Davidj Gray/R1/USEPA/US@EPA,
Edie Goldman/R1/USEPA/US@EPA, Eric Perkins/R1/USEPA/US@EPA,

(i) Guidance: EFA recommends that,
at a minimum, you considar the
following in developing your program:
maintenance activities, maintenance
echadules, and long-term inspection
procadures for structural and non-
structural storm water controls to
raduce floatables and other pollutants
dizcharged from your separate storm
sewrers, controls for reducing or
aliminating the discharge of pollutants
from straats, roads, highways, municipal
parking lots, maintenance and storags
yards, fleat or maintenanca shops with
outdoor storage areas, salt/sand storage
locations and snow disposal areas
operated by you, and wasts transfar
atations; procadures for pmdparl.}'
disposing of waste removed from the
geparate storm sewers and areas listad
abova (such as dradge spoil,
accumulated sediments, floatables, and
other dabris): and ways to ansura that
naw flond management projects assass
the impacts on water quality and
axamina ex:istindg jacts for
incorporating additional watar quality

peration and maintenance should be
an intagral component of all storm water
management programs. This measure is
intendad to improve the efficiency of
these programs and require naw

rograms whers necessary. Properly

avaloped and implemantad aparation
and maintenance programs reduce the
risk of water quality problams.

(i) If an existing qualifying local
program requires you to implemant one
or more of the minimum control
measures of paragraph (b) of this
section, the MPDES parmitting authn@
may inzlude conditions in your MPD
parmit that direct you to follow that
qualifying program s requiraments
rather than the requirements of
paragraph (k) of this saction. A
qualifying local program is a local, Stata
ar Tribal municipal storm water
management program that imposes, at a
minimum, the ralevant raquirements of
paragraph (k) of this ssction.

[dﬁ‘l In your permit application
[either a notica of intent gar ooverags

Thelma Murphy/R1/USEPA/US@EPA




mary.borg@anr.state.vt.us, MichaelG Lee/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Mike
Fedak/R1/USEPA/US@EPA, Steven Couto/R1/USEPA/US@EPA

Subject ) . - .
J Re: Fw: multi-sector permit - application to salted sand pllesﬂ

Thelma-

How might VT's equivalent of the Region | MS4 permit come into this? | know there is no specific requirement to cover
salt and/or sand piles in the MS4 permit or Phase Il rule. Wouldn't we nevertheless consider a storm water mgt. program
that failed to provide for covering salt and/or sand piles to be significantly deficient?

Kathleen

Kathleen
Thelma Murphy/R1/USEPA/US

Thelma Murphy/R1/USEPA/US

To Ann Williams/R1/USEPA/US@EPA
03/17/2005 11:40 AM

cc Davidj Gray/R1/USEPA/US@EPA, Edie Goldman/R1/USEPA/US@EPA,
Eric Perkins/R1/USEPA/US@EPA, Kathleen
Woodward/R1/USEPA/US@EPA, mary.borg@anr.state.vt.us, MichaelG
Lee/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Mike Fedak/R1/USEPA/US@EPA, Steven
Couto/R1/USEPA/US@EPA

Subject ) . - .
J Re: Fw: multi-sector permit - application to salted sand pllesﬂ]

The MSGP does not require that a stand alone salt pile be covered or permitted. The requirement to cover a pile applies
when a facility is already subject to the MSGP because of its industrial activity. If the facility is subject to the permit, and
they also have salt storage, then they must cover the pile. This applies only if the runoff from the pile discharge to water
of the U.S. The requirement is in the permit because of the human health and aquatic effects from storm water runoff
containing salt.

There is no discussion in the MSGP about a pile of a sand/salt mixture.

Thelma Murphy

Storm Water Coordinator

USEPA - New England

One Congress Street - Suite 1100 (CIP)
Boston, MA 02114

617/918-1615

murphy.thelma@epa.gov

Ann Williams/R1/USEPA/US

Ann Williams/R1/USEPA/US

To Thelma Murphy/R1/USEPA/US@EPA, Edie
03/16/2005 05:54 PM Goldman/R1/USEPA/US@EPA, Kathleen
Woodward/R1/USEPA/US@EPA, Davidj Gray/R1/USEPA/US@EPA,
Mike Fedak/R1/USEPA/US@EPA, Steven Couto/R1/USEPA/US@EPA,
MichaelG Lee/DC/USEPA/US@EPA

cc Eric Perkins/R1/USEPA/US@EPA, mary.borg@anr.state.vt.us

Subject Fw: multi-sector permit - application to salted sand piles

Hi everyone -- does anyone happen to know the answer to the attached question? Thanks,
ann
----- Forwarded by Ann Williams/R1/USEPA/US on 03/16/2005 05:52 PM -----

Mary Borg <mary.borg@anr.state.vt.us>




To Ann Williams/R1/USEPA/US@EPA

03/16/2005 02:26 PM
cc

Subject multi-sector permit - application to salted sand piles

Hi Ann. | have a quick question regarding the multi-sector general
permit. Can you please tell me where EPA has the authority to
require:

1. That salted sand piles must apply for coverage; and
2. that they must automatically cover and meet no exposure status?

1"ve read the federal rules (40 CFR 122.26), the 1995 MSGP, fact

sheet and responsiveness summaries and the 2000 MSGP, fact sheet

and responsiveness summary. Although it is clear that "salt piles" are
covered, that term is not defined and yet we understand that it has

been interpreted to mean salted sand piles also. Also the definition of
the term "industrial activities” does not clearly apply (although it is very
broad by necessity). Has EPA brought in salted sand piles through

the residual designation authority so that it is considered to be in
Subsector AD of the sectors covered by the MSGP entitled '"Reserved

for Facilities Not Covered by Other Sectors and Designated by the
Director?” Or is it considered to be under the general definition of
"industrial activities?” Or have | missed something else altogether?

The Vermont legislature is discussing the costs of covering all of the

salted sand piles in Vermont - estimates range as high as 20 million -

and as you can well imagine, folks are wondering how this

requirement came about. Can you please give me your read on the

legal underpinnings of this requirement? If not, is there someone else
at EPA (Region or Headquarters) who might know?

Thanks for your help. |1 always appreciate your input. Mary



